We investigate the influences of modelling assumptions on the dynamic behaviour of collapsible channel flows. The elastic wall is modelled in various different ways: as a large strain Bernoulli-Euler beam, as a small strain Timoshenko beam, and as a 2D-solid model derived from a general virtual work approach, using small strain or large strain assumptions. Different inlet boundary conditions are also considered. The in-house finite element codes and the commercial finite element package ADINA 8.4 are used. The steady results agree very well when using the different models/approaches. The unsteady results, on the other hand, can be quite different. The dynamic behaviour of the system is analysed for a set of chosen parameters, using the full numerical solvers, the linear stability analysis, and the Fourier transform. It is found that the system stability is highly sensitive to the solid modelling assumptions used, numerical solvers adopted, or the boundary conditions imposed. Accuracy of the numerical schemes also has an impact on the system's unsteady behaviour. However, despite the high sensitivity of the unsteady solutions to the modelling assumptions, a cascade stability structure previously revealed by the authors seems to exist when different numerical approaches are used.
INTRODUCTION
For many researchers, the motivation of studying flow in collapsible tubes originates not only from the potential applications to various biomedical problems, but perhaps more from academic
MODELLING
The numerical model consists of a steady flow in a channel in which part of the upper wall is replaced by an elastic beam in the plane strain configuration; see Figure 1 . The rigid channel has width D, a part of the upper wall of length L is replaced by a pre-stressed elastic beam subjected to an external pressure p e , and L u and L d are the lengths of the upstream and downstream rigid parts of the channel. Steady Poiseuille flow with average velocity U 0 is assumed at the entrance. The flow is incompressible and laminar, with the fluid having density and viscosity . The extensional and bending stiffnesses of the beam are E A and E J , respectively, where E is Young's modulus, ‡ A is the cross-sectional area of the beam, which is equivalent to the beam's thickness, h, as the beam has a unit width in the z-direction, and J is the moment of inertia of the beam cross-section. The pre-tension in the beam is assumed to be zero, and the density, damping, and rotational inertia of the beam are all neglected. 
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Governing equations.
For convenience, the flow velocity components u i , fluid stresses i j , pressure p, time t, the Cartesian coordinates x, y (with origin at the left bottom of the channel), and length l are non-dimensionlized as follows:
and the non-dimensional parameters, such as the curvature , the wall stiffness c , c , and the Reynolds number are defined by * = D, c = EA
The variables with a star are the non-dimensional ones, which will be used throughout this paper. In the following, however, the stars are dropped for simplicity. The governing equations for the fluid flow are the Navier-Stokes equations
By employing the Kirchhoff constitutive laws for the elastic beam, we can write the following dimensionless governing equations for the beam (for derivation of these equations, see Cai and Luo [11] c +c = − n (4)
x = cos , y = sin , =
In the above expressions, the superscript prime stands for a derivative with respect to the initial beam position l, and is the principal stretch of the beam, defined here as stands for the rotation angle of the beam from the x-axis; n , n are fluid stress applied on the beam in the normal and tangential direction, respectively n = p − 2 Re *u n *n , n = − 1 Re *u s *n + *u n *s
where n and s denote the normal and tangential direction of the beam. Note c and c are related by c /c = h 2 /12D 2 ≈ 10 −5 if the beam thickness is 1% of the channel height. Equation (4) is the momentum balance in the tangential direction: the left-hand terms are the bending-induced tangential force c and the stretching-induced tangential force c ; the righthand term is the external tangential force due to the fluid n . Equation (5) gives the normal momentum balance: the left-hand terms are the bending-induced normal force c 1/ and the stretching-induced normal force (tension) c ( −1), and the right-hand side term is proportional to the transmural pressure, ( n − p e ).
It is worth mentioning that in deriving Equations (4)- (7), we have not made the small strain assumption for the beam, which implies that the problem is suitable for a large strain problem as long as the constitutive equation is satisfied. However, we have assumed that both the wall inertia and initial tension are zero in this study.
The boundary condition is set up in such a way that no-slip boundary condition is applied at the fluid-structure interface; and the two ends of the elastic wall are clamped. A constant external p e is applied above the elastic section, and a stress free condition is used for fluid nd (≈ p d ) = 0. This also determines the transmural pressure at the downstream end:
In all but Section 3.7, a steady parabolic velocity profile is imposed at the inlet with the average velocity U 0 . In Section 3.7, however, instead of specifying the velocity profile, we specify the pressure drop at the entrance: p u − p d = p u . All other conditions remain the same.
Numerical schemes.
Two approaches are used to solve the FBM model. One is the fully coupled FSI solver for the unsteady flows and the other is the eigenvalue solver for the linear stability analysis.
Fully coupled FSI solver.
The finite element code solves the fully coupled unsteady non-linear FSI equations simultaneously. To deal with the FSI procedure, an arbitrary LagrangianEulerian formulation is used. For this purpose, the mesh is divided into three regions: A, B, and C, where B is the adaptive mesh region under the elastic beam and A, C are fixed mesh regions for upstream and downstream parts, respectively. In order to allow for a movable boundary and meanwhile to secure the quality of the mesh in the fluid domain, an adaptive mesh with rotating spines is employed in the elastic region under the beam.
The fluid and beam equations are solved simultaneously with the weighted residual methods. The system equations (2)-(6) are discretized with Petrov-Galerkin method and the fluid elements are triangular 6-node elements with second-order shape function for u, v and linear function for p, while beam elements are 3-node elements with second-order shape function for x, y, , , . The discretized finite element equations can be written in matrix form as
where
is the global vector of unknowns, with j = 1, 2, . . . , n the nodal number, and R is the overall residual vector.
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The matrix equation (9) is solved with an implicit finite difference second-order predictorcorrector scheme with variable time steps. Details of the numerical scheme can be found in [11] .
The eigenvalue solver.
We denote the infinitesimal perturbation to a steady solution U by U , so that U =Ū + U is a solution to the system. HereŪ is obtained from a full numerical simulation as described above. If the system is stable, then U approachesŪ as time increases. Writing U in the form of e tŨ , where (= r +i i ),Ũ are the complex eigenvalue and eigenvector, respectively, and substituting into (9), we obtain a matrix eigenvalue equation
where the matricesM,K are determined by the steady solutionŪ . The matrix equation (10a) is solved by using a QZ algorithm [19] , which solves for the complete set of eigensolutions of the system. The eigensolution can also be expressed in the form
where Ũ = Ũ 2 r +Ũ 2 i is the amplitude and = arctanŨ i /Ũ r is the initial phase. This form will be used to present the eigenvalue results later. 
where i j is the Cauchy stress tensor, e i j is the strain tensor corresponding to virtual displacements, and V is the volume, S is the surface on which external traction (pressure) f s is applied, and u s are the components of virtual displacement vector evaluated on the surface S. For a small strain and large displacement problem, to save computational cost, one can use the iso-beam model based on a Timoshenko beam model [21] . The Timoshenko beam deformation is shown in Figure 2 (again for simplicity, the inertia of the beam is neglected), with the governing equations [20] 
where the overbar denotes the virtual quantities, (= dw/dx − ) denotes the rotation angle of the plane section initially normal to the neutral axis, dw/dx stands for the total rotation angle of the beam neutral axis and is the shearing strain, G is the shear modulus, and k is the ratio of the shear area and the total cross-sectional area A, which is estimated to be 5 6 for a rectangular cross-section beam [22] . The terms on the right-hand side of (12) and (13) are external loading and external moment, caused by the shear stress of the fluid, and the transmural (fluid normal stress minus external) pressure, respectively.
For the small strain formulation, the total Lagrangian formulation is imposed with the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress and Green-Lagrange strain. For the large strain formulation, the updated Lagrangian formulation with Cauchy stress and logarithmic strain is imposed [18, 20] . For the unsteady simulations, a second-order implicit composite scheme is used for the time integration with a fixed time step [18] .
The boundary conditions are taken to be the same as in the FBM model.
Numerical setup in ADINA.
The mesh for the fluid domain is also divided into three regions: below the elastic beam, upstream, and downstream. A grid independence test is carried out for three different meshes ranging from coarse to finer grids, namely, 8×(35+45+80), 11×(46+60+110), 17×(70+90+165). It is found that the results become almost identical for the last two meshes tested. Therefore, the grid for the fluid domain selected for this problem is 11×(46+60+110). Two types of elements in ADINA are selected to model the beam 1. 2D solid. These elements are chosen to study unsteady results' sensitivity to the structural assumption (large/small strain). The mesh is discretized with 400 9-node second-order quadrilateral elements. 2. Iso-beam. These elements are only suitable for small strain problem, and are chosen to study the unsteady results' sensitivity to model assumptions. The beam domain is discretized with 200 4-node elements.
Dimensional variables are used in ADINA. These are related to the dimensionless FBM variables in the following way:
Numerical schemes used in ADINA.
The Galerkin finite element method is employed to discretize the fluid governing equations. The fluid domain was discretized with 9-node quadrilateral finite element which is second order in spatial interpolation. The solution of the coupling structure and fluid system is obtained by adopting a direct approach where the equations for structure and those for fluid are combined into a matrix system of equations and are solved simultaneously. The solution of the highly nonlinear system of equations is then solved using the Newton-Raphson method followed by the Gaussian elimination.
Comparison of the beam models used in FBM and ADINA
Although both solve the same fluid equations, the FBM and ADINA use different configurations for the beam model, which can be compared by analysing their governing equations. For ADINA's Timoshenko beam (iso-beam), in (12), the left-hand side term is the stretchinduced tangential force, which is similar to the second left-hand side term in (4) of the FBM's modified Bernoulli beam. However, note that the term corresponding to c is ignored in (12) . Without this term, (4) and (12) are essentially the same.
In addition, in ADINA, (13) implies that bending and shearing effects are balancing the external force in the direction normal to the beam. In (13), the first term on the left-hand side represents the bending term, similar to the first term on the left-hand side in (5), the second term stands for the shear force term. Whereas for FBM, (5) represents the equilibrium of the internal bending and the induced tension, c ( −1), with the external force ( p e − n ). That is no shear strain contribution was taken into account.
It is easy to show that these two beam models are the same if ADINA does not include the shear strain term in (13) and FBM (5) does not include the coupling terms between the stretch and bending deformation, i.e. c and c ( −1). The bending term in FBM c ((1/ ) ) can be written in a dimensional way as E J ( ). From (6), = d /ds, and for small deformation, we can consider only the vertical deformation, i.e. s = x and = dw/dx; therefore, the first left-hand side term in (5) becomes
The first left-hand term in (13) can be written as
Since (15) and (16) are identical (i.e. FBM, (5) and ADINA, (13) are identical under these conditions), we conclude that FBM without the coupling of the stretching and bending terms is the same as ADINA's Timoshenko beam without the shear strain.
Note that for the case of short and thick beam and with small deformation, ADINA's Timoshenko beam should be preferable, since the principal stretch in this case will be very close to one so that the stretch-induced tension is small, and that the shear force may be a more important factor. This is because the shear force = *M/*x, where M is the bending moment; hence, a shorter beam tends to produce a greater shear force.
On the other hand, it can be shown that a zero shear deformation will be approached as the wall thickness approaches zero [20] . Hence, it is expected that for a long and thin beam (as in our case), the shear term may not have significant effects, at least on steady solutions.
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It is not easy to compare the 2D-solid model used by ADINA with the FBM model directly, as the formula (11) used by ADINA is given in a general form only. However, it is clear that though both the models are suitable for large strain problems, different definitions of the stress and the strain are adopted by these models. In FBM the strain is defined as −1, where is the principal stretch and the stress is the second Piola-Kirchhoff form. In the ADINA small strain model, the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress and Green-Lagrange strain are used, but in the ADINA large strain model, the strain is defined as ln (logarithmic strain) and the Cauchy stress is used. For problems with small strain, these definitions give similar results; however, for large strain problems, there will be differences. In other words, although in both FBM and ADINA models we assumed nonlinear geometry and linear material properties, the linearity of material is assumed between the defined stress and strain; therefore, the constitutive equations of the two large strain approaches (FBM and ADINA) for a hyper-elastic material will not be exactly the same. In practice, the precise form of the linearity of a hyper-elastic material should be determined by experiments, and one can then determine a suitable stress and strain. It is important to clarify this, if one needs to match the solution to an experiment that uses a specific material.
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Parameters
Three typical cases were selected for the investigation:
A. Self-excited oscillations from both FBM and ADINA are sustained. B. Self-excited oscillation resulting from FBM is developed, while in ADINA it is damped out. C. Oscillations resulting from both FBM and ADINA die away and the solutions approach the steady solution.
The corresponding dimensionless (dimensional) parameters are For each of the cases tested, we consider the modelling assumptions listed in Table I , for the non-dimensional domain lengths
For simplicity, all results presented in the following are converted and shown in the non-dimensional variables as defined in Section 2.1.
Steady solutions
The steady elastic wall shape of the beam for the Cases A-C are shown in Figure 3 (left), for ADINA (2D-solid) large strain and ADINA (2D-solid) small strain, ADINA iso-beam, and FBM models. The corresponding pressure distributions along the elastic wall are also plotted in Figure 3 (right). In general, the four different models (FBM and ADINA) give similar steady results. For example in the Case C, y(x = 7.5) is 0.735796 for FBM, 0.734758 for large strain ADINA, and 0.736903 for small strain ADINA models. However, small differences exist in these different approaches. Note: For all cases, the effect of wall inertia is not included.
The two small strain ADINA models, 2D solid and iso-beam, give almost identical results and predict the minimum deformation of the wall, where the large strain ADINA model predicts the maximum deformation. We note that although both FBM and ADINA 2D solid assumed large strain in their modelling, the deformation predicted from ADINA 2D solid seems to be greater than that from FBM. This is presumably because there is a stretch-induced tension force in FBM, which tends to resist and reduce the stretching deformation. The streamlines of the steady flow obtained using the different models for Case A are shown in Figure 4 . There are no significant differences in these models, at least for the steady flow case. This is to be expected, as all these models employ the same fluid modelling (Navier-Stokes equations); hence, any difference in the model can only come from the solid modelling. The same results are obtained for Cases B and C (not shown).
Unsteady solutions
Time-dependent simulations are performed. For the FBM model, a variable time step control is employed with a total error tolerance of 10 −6 [17] , for ADINA models, the fixed time step of 0.087 is used after an essential test of time steps (i.e. for time step of 0.11, 0.087, and 0.072, the difference in the results is within 1% in the maximum amplitude of the wall shape, with no observable change in the oscillatory waveforms). The time history of the y-displacement of the material point initially at the mid-point of the elastic beam (x = 7.5) is shown in Figures 5-7 for Cases A, B, and C, respectively.
It is interesting to see that for all three cases, the iso-beam and 2D-solid small strain models in ADINA give more or less identical results, both in steady and unsteady simulations. It is not clear to us if the ADINA 2D-solid element configurations have included the coupling terms as in the FBM; however, the fact that all results using the small strain 2D-solid elements agree with the iso-beam model (see below) strongly suggests that these terms are absent in ADINA 2D-solid models, i.e. it basically represents a Timoshenko beam without longitudinal stretch, at least for the small strain case. This lack of coupling between the axial and normal deformations in ADINA models could be a major reason for the differences observed in the unsteady simulations. For Case A ( Figure 5 ), it is noted that the initial vibrations of all four models are similar in terms of the oscillating frequency and pattern (for t<10). However, the discrepancy soon shows up as time progresses. For ADINA 2D-solid large strain, a period doubling is developed with relatively greater amplitude, and the beam is oscillating at more or less neutrally stable mode (for the time period shown). For ADINA 2D-solid small strain and iso-beam, there is a small amplitude, (10 times) higher-frequency oscillation superimposed on the original regular oscillation, which, however, is damped out after t>60. The low-frequency oscillation is sustained at a neutral state. The FBM model exhibits a very similar trend as ADINA small strain models until t ∼ 45, except that in FBM the secondary oscillation is not damped out, but becomes dominant after t = 45. This causes the system to become unstable. The comparison of the three models in Case B is shown in Figure 6 . In this case, all three ADINA models give very similar results, with almost the same frequency and oscillating pattern, and the oscillation dies out as t>40. The FBM model, on the contrary, behaves very differently.
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The oscillation starts with a much lower frequency, but it is soon taken over by an oscillation with a higher frequency and the system becomes unstable. Finally, for Case C (Figure 7) , all four models predict more or less the same result: the transient perturbations die out in time and the system approaches the corresponding steady solution. It is noted that the differences among these models in Case C are not as great as those in Cases A and B. The reason is that in Cases A and B, the system is very close to being either neutrally stable or unstable, which means that a small discrepancy may lead to large deviation in the unsteady behaviour, while for Case C, the system is in the stable region and the steady solution becomes dominant. As we showed in Section 3.1, the difference in the model assumptions does not have much impact on the steady solutions.
Linear stability analysis and the transient modes
To fully understand the transient behaviour of the three cases, in the following the linear stability analysis to the steady solutions is carried out using the FBM eigenvalue solver. As ADINA 8.4 does not have an eigen-solver for this problem, comparisons will be made with the ADINA results using the Fourier transform.
The linear stability computation shows that for Case A, both mode-2 and mode-4 are unstable modes. The growth rate for mode-2 is slightly greater than that of mode-4, but the frequency is almost ten times smaller. On the other hand, for Case B, mode-3 is the unstable one. In both cases, the frequency of mode-3 is almost four times greater than mode-2, which is consistent with the earlier studies for this system [5, 17] . Note that, in general, there can be more than one mode of mode-1 or other; however, only the ones with the greatest growth rates are listed in Table II . Other modes have much faster decay rates and cannot persist for any length of time in the transient results. Indeed, for Case C, although all modes are stable ones, the ones with the greatest growth rates are mode-2, and two mode-1s, shown as mode-1 1 and mode-1 2 in Figure 8 . The difference Table II . The eigenvalues of the modes shown in Figure 8 for Cases A, B, and C. between these two modes is not only in their decay rates (mode-1 2 decays much faster), but also in the manner in which they oscillate. The oscillating two mode-1 beam shapes at six time instants in a cycle are shown in Figure 9 . Figure 9 shows that in mode-1 1 , the beam is oscillating more around the corresponding steady solution with the first half of the beam more expanded and second half more compressed in the x-direction, while in mode-1 2 the beam is oscillating more inwards, and the first half of the beam is more compressed and the second half of beam is more expanded in the x-direction. By performing a Fourier transform analysis for the full unsteady solutions for both FBM and ADINA, we can show that these oscillations consist of principal oscillating modes with the frequencies shown in Table III . Table III shows that for Case A, the most unstable oscillation mode-2 is present in all the unsteady simulations. For Case B, both the unstable mode-3 and the stable mode-2 are present in all the simulations. In Case C, mode-1 1 is the common feature in all the unsteady simulations. The overall agreement with the eigen-solver is good, though there are some notable differences in the frequencies predicted, which could be due to both the solver and the modelling differences. We also note that these unsteady oscillations have gone through a fully non-linear process, which Note: The mode number from the full simulations is speculated by a comparison with the prediction of the corresponding eigen-solver, which is listed in the bottom row.
may have shifted away slightly from the linear stability behaviour at the onset, as predicted by the FBM eigen-solver.
Influence of the shear strain
In this section, we examine the sensitivities of the unsteady solutions to the model assumptions, especially concerning the shear strain. This is important since the shear strain contribution to shear stress is neglected in the FBM model (though the shear stress is still present), and we need to know if this approximation contributes to the discrepancies in unsteady behaviour for the three cases investigated. For simplicity, the ADINA large strain 2D-solid model is used for Case A only, to check how important the shear strain is.
The shear strain distribution for Case A steady flow is shown in Figure 10 (dashed). As there is no option to switch off the shear term in ADINA, here we will try to reduce the magnitude of shear strain at the two ends of the beam by lifting the fixity of the z-rotational degree of freedom at the two ends of the beam (i.e. pinned ends). The result is shown in Figure 10 (solid curve). It is clear that although the magnitude of the shear strain is reduced at the downstream end for the pinned ends, the overall shear strain distribution is not negligibly small along the beam.
We now compare the steady and the unsteady wall shapes with clamped and pinned ends in Figure 11 . It is interesting to see that there are no significant differences in the steady solutions, but the unsteady simulations show some discrepancies, although the general trend is similar. This demonstrated again how sensitive the unsteady simulations are to modelling assumptions. In other words, the shear strain term neglected in the FBM model could contribute to the differences in the unsteady oscillations produced by the FBM and ADINA large strain models. Figure 11 . (a) The steady wall shape and (b) the time history at x = 7.5 initially for Case A, with and without the rotation of the two ends released.
Influence of the time integration scheme
The influence of the numerical diffusion on the unsteady behaviour of the system is examined by using first-and second-order time integrations in ADINA 2D-solid large strain and FBM models, and again, only results for Case A are shown. For the purpose of comparison, the same time step of 0.087 is used for both the first-and second-order time integrations. Figure 12 shows that the first-order time integration is numerically too diffusive and tends to damp out the higher-order self-excited oscillations. This difference between the first-and secondorder time integration becomes smaller as the time step size in the first-order time integration is significantly reduced (at a cost of much greater computational time). A similar trend is observed in the other two cases. In addition to the order of time integration, it is noted that the order of fluid solver may have some impact, especially on the transient behaviour. The fluid solver used in FBM is second order [6] , but in ADINA's models, a first-order upwind scheme is used for the fluid elements. § This presumably would make the ADINA models slightly more numerically diffusive, which may also be a contributing factor to the differences observed in the models (although every effort is made to reduce this effect by increasing the number of grid points).
Sensitivity of the system stability to boundary conditions
In this section, we test the sensitivity of the system neutral stability to boundary conditions using the eigen-solver of FBM. In all the studies carried out so far, only one type of boundary conditions is considered: the inlet flow rate is specified with a velocity parabolic profile. However, we could equally consider the case where the driving pressure is specified at the channel inlet. In both cases, the downstream end is set to be stress free. The motivation comes from the observation that Jensen and Heil [10] predicted only mode-1 instability for the system, whereas Luo et al. [17] observed higher modes (modes 2, 3, 4). The major modelling differences lie in the inlet boundary conditions. In [10] , the oscillations were reproduced numerically only when the upstream pressure was fixed, not the upstream flow rate as here. This is because their analytical model predicts instability only when the downstream rigid segment is longer than the upstream one; thus, prescribing the upstream flow rate (equivalent to a very large upstream length) is the stablest possible state for this mode [10] . To see if the inlet boundary condition can change the system stability and its oscillatory modes, we impose the two boundary conditions for a testing point: c = 1760, p e = 1.95, Re = 300. This is a point that is located almost at the mode-2 neutral curve with flow prescribed at the inlet [17] . § ADINA 8.4 also has FCBI-C element that is capable of a second-order upwind accuracy; however, this element does not converge well for the FSI problem studied here. The eigenmodes computed for the two boundary conditions are plotted in Figures 13 and 14 , respectively. The corresponding eigenvalues are shown in Table IV . It is interesting to see that when the inlet flow rate is prescribed, the system undergoes a mode-2 neutral oscillation, with all the other modes decaying. However, for exactly the same parameters but with the inlet pressure prescribed, in addition to the unstable mode-2 oscillation (with a slightly higher frequency), there exist two additional unstable instabilities: one is the mode-1 instability, which has much higher growth rate than that of mode-2 and the other is the divergence, a static instability with a zero frequency. We have not found, in the range of numerical simulations carried out, the divergence stability for a prescribed flow rate boundary condition case. Figure 15 . Evidence of a cascade structure using the ADINA 2D-solid large strain model: as the wall stiffness c is reduced, the system passes through a succession of unstable zones, separated by the stable zones. In all simulations we have Re = 450, Pe = 1.95, with the inlet flow rate prescribed. Luo et al. [17] discovered a cascade stability structure using the FBM model, which shows that the neutral stability of this system appears in a cascade consisting of different disturbance modes. This cascade structure shows that in the Re-c space, depending on the inlet boundary condition and the Reynolds number, the system may first lose stability to mode-2 perturbations as wall stiffness is lowered to a critical value. As the wall stiffness is further reduced, the system is re-stabilized before going through a sequence of higher-mode unstable zones. Sometimes a stable 'tongue' is formed as a result of a gap between mode-2 and mode-3 neutral branches.
In this section, we test if such a cascade structure exists using different modelling assumptions. This is done by using the ADINA 2D-solid large strain model. As the current version of ADINA does not have an eigen-solver, it is not possible to locate the neutral curves as was done by Luo et al. [17] . The best we could do is to run the time-dependent simulations (albeit with a small initial numerical perturbation) around the steady solutions. If the initial perturbation dies out as time increases, then such a solution is deemed to be stable; otherwise, it is unstable. Using this rather crude approach, we cannot obtain the neutral points accurately. However, if a cascade structure does exist, then as the wall stiffness c for a fixed Re and Pe (say, Re = 450, Pe = 1.95) is reduced, the system should go through a sequence from stable to unstable, to stable and unstable again. This is indeed the case, as shown in Figure 15 . Figure 15 shows that with the ADINA 2D-solid large strain model, as the wall stiffness c is reduced, the system passes through a succession of unstable zones, separated by the stable zones. This represents a typical cascade type of system stability [17] . Owing to the sensitivities of the modelling assumptions shown in the previous sections, quantitative agreement between the unstable zones predicted by ADINA and the FBM model is not to be expected; however, the similar pattern of the system behaviour is clearly demonstrated. This is important, and highlights the robustness of the cascade structure predicted by Luo et al. [17] .
CONCLUSIONS
This paper studies the effects of the modelling assumptions on the unsteady behaviour of collapsible channel flows. Using the in-house software, FBM, as well as the commercial package ADINA 8.4, we are able to investigate the sensitivity of the self-excited oscillations to various modelling assumptions, such as the strain definition, large and small strain assumptions, Timoshenko beam, Euler beam, shear strain effects, coupling between axial and normal stretch, boundary conditions, and accuracy of the numerical schemes. While the steady solutions seem to be quite robust to all these different modelling approaches, the unsteady solutions, especially the unstable solutions, can be highly sensitive and have different responses. Among these assumptions, this study shows that allowing the elastic wall to undergo a large strain deformation and including the coupling terms may have a significant impact. In addition, the shear strain term present in ADINA models and a different definition for the large strain problem adopted by the two approaches could all contribute to the different responses of the unsteady solutions. In addition, a second-order numerical scheme in both time and space would reduce the numerical diffusion significantly, and therefore may more accurately predict the onset of the self-excited oscillations, although using a finer grid and smaller time step can reduce this impact. Finally, the inlet boundary condition also has a strong influence on the system behaviour. If the flow rate at the channel entrance is specified, the system tends to
